EPA Regi on V
Conpl et eness Revi ew

A, Regul atory

1.

Is the submittal acconpanied by a formal letter of submittal from
the governor’s designee (Lloyd Eagan)? yes X no ___

- The date of submittal is February 9, 2001.

Did the State provide evidence that it has incorporated the
revision in the Wsconsin Adm nistrative Code? yes _ no X

Response: Exhibit 2, "Attachment 2 fromthe Environmental
Cooperative Agreenent between DNR and WEPCO " is being subnitted
as a source-specific SIP revision. No changes to Wsconsin

Admi ni strative Code are being proposed as part of this SIP
revision.

- The nonth of publication in the Ws. Adm Register was (NA).

- The effective date of the Environmental Cooperative Agreenent
is February 5, 2001.

- Are test methods/rul es incorporated by reference correctly?
(Has approval been obtained fromthe state Attorney General ?)
yes no not applicable X

Did the State provide evidence that it has the necessary | egal
authority under State |aw to adopt and inplenment the revision?
yes X no

Response: Pl ease refer to Exhibit 3, "Menorandum of Agreenent
bet ween DNR and EPA concerning the Environnmental Cooperation Pil ot
Program "

Does the subnmittal include a copy of the actual regulation or
docunent submitted for review? yes X no ___

Did the State provide evidence that it followed all of the

requi renents of its Administrative Procedures Act (ch. 227, Ws.
Stats., Administrative Procedure and Review) in conducting and
conpl eting adoption/issuance of the revision? yes no X

Response: Chapter 227, Ws. Stats., applies to the adoption of
adm nistrative rules and is not relevant. The Environnental
Cooperative Agreenent between DNR and WEPCO was devel oped in
accordance with s. 299.80, Ws. Stats., a copy of which is

i ncluded in Exhibit 3, "Menorandum of Agreement between DNR and
EPA concerning the Environmental Cooperation Pilot Program"

Did the State provi de evidence that Public Notice was given of the
revision, including the date of publication? yes X no ___

Did the State provide certification that public hearings were held
in accordance with the information provided in the public notice
(notarized SIP Revision Certification)? yes X no

Does the subnittal contain a conpilation of public conments and
the State's response? yes _ no X



Response: A summary of all conmments received concerning the entire
Agreenent, and DNR s responses, is available on DNR s website at
http://ww. dnr. state.w .us/org/caer/ceal ecpp/ agr eenent s/ wepco/ i nde
X. htm

B. Techni cal

1

Does the subnmittal identify all regulated pollutants affected by
the revision? yes no X

Response: This SIP revision applies only to procedura

requi renents for pernmitting and reporting at a single source, and
has no effect on emission linmtations or control requirenents for
any pol |l utants.

Does the subnittal identify the designation, status of the
attai nnent plan and attai nnent date for the area(s)?
yes ___ no X

Response: Exhibit 2 identifies the designation of the area but
does not identify the status of the ozone attainment plan or the
attai nnent date.

Does the subnittal identify the |ocation and types of affected
sources? yes X no

Does the subnmittal quantify the changes in SIP-allowable enissions
and estimate or quantify the changes in actual em ssions from
affected sources? yes no X

Response: The SIP revision has no effect on enmission limtations
or control requirenments for any pollutants.

Has the State denobnstrated that the NAAQS/ PSD i ncrement/ RFP
denonstration/visibility will be protected if the revision is
approved and inplemented? yes _ no X

Response: The SIP revision has no effect on enmission limtations
or control requirenments for any pollutants.

Has the State provided nodeling information (if necessary) to
support the revision? yes _ no unnecessary X

Has the State provided evidence that emi ssion linitations are
based on continuous em ssion reduction technol ogy?
yes no X

Response: The SIP revision has no effect on enmission limtations.

Has the State provided evidence that the revision contains

em ssion limtations, work practice standards and

recor dkeepi ng/ reporting requirenents, where necessary, to ensure
em ssion |evel s? yes X no

Response: The SIP revision does not include any change to the
source’s enmission limtations. It does include a reduction in
reporting frequency for excess enmission reports fromaquarterly to
semi -annual , but enission |evels are ensured because the source is
required to notify DNR of excess enissions within one business



10.

day. The only change is that summary reports of any such incidents
are received twi ce per year instead of four times per year

Does the subnmittal contain enforcenent/conpliance strategies
i ncl udi ng how conpliance will be determined in practice, and at
what frequency? yes no X

Response: The SIP revision does not include any change to the
source’s enission |levels or conpliance denpnstration nethods.

Does the subnmittal contain special econonic and technica
justifications required by USEPA policies?
yes no not applicable X



SI P APPROVABI LI TY CHECKLI ST- ENFORCEABI LI TY

SI P Package No. Dat e Rec. Dat e Due

STATE: W sconsin

Subj ect Matter: Environnmental Cooperative Agreenment between WONR and W sconsin

El ectri c Power Conpany

(Specific Provision and Descri ption)

Enforceability Analysis |[State Subm ttal EPA Requi r ement
(l1ist responses)

1. Applicability

a. What sources are [Pl easant Prairie Power Plant, Clarity

bei ng regul ated? || ocated at 8000 95'" Street in
Pl easant Prairie, Wsconsin, an
el ectric generating plant.

b. What are Pl easant Prairie Power Plant is [Carity
criteria for subj ect to New Source Perfornance
exenption? St andards (NSPS). Under existing

W sconsin rul es, sone sources are
entitled to make nodifications

Wi t hout receiving a construction
permit if emissions will not

i ncrease above de nmininms |evels.
Sour ces subject to NSPS are
normal Iy not entitled to this
exenption. This SIP revision

ext ends such a pernit exenption
for de mininms nodifications to a
si ngl e source, the Pl easant
Prairie Power Plant.

c. Is calculation |No, it is the exact sane Exanpl e cal cul ati on
procedure for procedure that applies to any or clear
exenption non- NSPS source in Wsconsin, as |explanation of how
clearly provided in ch. NR 406, Ws. Adm [to deternmni ne
speci fied? Code. exenption (line by

line, etc.)

d. Is emssion Not applicable, no attai nnent I nventory including
inventory |isted|denpbnstration is proposed. al | owabl e and
in the actual emissions in
backgr ound sour ce category
docunent of the shoul d be incl uded,
at t ai nnent f or enforcenent
denonstration? pur poses and

i ndependent of any
Cl ean Air Act
requirenents, in

t he attai nment
denmonstration if
such data is
necessary for

det er m ni ng




Enforceability Anal ysis

State Submittal
(l1i st responses)

EPA Requi r ement

baselines in
regul ati ons.

e. |s the averaging
time(s) used in
the rule
different from
that of the
anbi ent
st andard?

Not appl i cabl e,
averagi ng tines

not a rule and no
are used.

The averaging tinme
in the rule nust be
consi stent with
protecting the

anbi ent standard in
gquestion. Normally,
it should be equal
to or shorter than
the tine associated
wi th the standard.
Longer term
averaging is

avail able only in
limted instances
provi ded that the
anbi ent standard is
not conprom sed.

f. \Wsat are the
units of
conpliance (Ibs
VOC per gallon

of solids
applied | ess
wat er, grains

per standard
cubi c foot?)

Not appl i cabl e,
[imtations are

no eni ssion
proposed.

Clearly stated in
t he rule.

g. |s bubbling or
aver agi ng of any
type all owed?

If yes, state
criteria. Could
a US EPA

i nspect or

i ndependent |y
determine if the
criteria were
met ? Does EPA
have to approve
each case?

Bubbl i ng and averagi ng are not

al | owed.

Explicit
description of how
aver agi ng,
bubbl i ng, or

equi valency is to
be determ ned. VOC
equi val ency nust be
on a "solids
appl i ed" basis.
Any met hod nust
i ndependent |y
repr oduci bl e.
Provi si on mnust
explicit as to
whet her EPA case-
by- case approval
required. If
provi sion intended
to be "generic"

t hen EPA bubbl e
policy nust be net.

be

be

is

g. If thereis a
r edesi gnati on,
will this change
t he em ssion
limtations? |If
yes, which ones

Not appl i cabl e,
i s proposed.

no redesignation

Regul ati on may not
aut omatically all ow
for self

nul I'i fication upon
redesi gnati on of

area to attai nnent.




Enforceability Anal ysis

State Submittal
(l1i st responses)

EPA Requi r ement

and how?

New nmai nt enance
denonstration
required in order
to drop regul ation.

2. Conpliance Dates

a. Wat is
conpl i ance date?

The conpliance date is the
ef fective date of the

Envi ronment al Cooperative
Agr eenent, February 5, 2001

Must not be later

t han approved or
about to be
approved date of
attai nnent unl ess
em ssi on reductions
not necessary for
attainnent. In
sonme cases, it wll
be necessary for
the regulation to
specify dates in
conpl i ance
schedul es that are
required to be
submitted by source
to state.

b. Wat is the
attai nment date?

Not applicabl e.

3. Specificity of
Conduct

a. What test nethod
i s required?

Not applicabl e.

Test nethod nust be
explicitly stated.

b. What is the
averaging tinme
in conpliance
test nethod?

Not applicabl e.

Aver agi ng tine and
appl i cation of
limt nmust be
explicit.

c. |Is a conpliance
cal cul ation or
eval uati on
required? (i.e.
daily wei ght ed
average for

No.

VQOC) .

d. If yes to "c", Not applicabl e. For nmul a nust be
list the explicit.
formul a, period
of conpli ance,
and/ or
eval uation
nmet hod.

4. I ncorporation by
Ref er ence
a. What is state This submittal is not based on a




Enforceability Anal ysis

St ate Submi ttal

EPA Requi r ement

(l1i st responses)
authority for rule. It is based on an
rul emaki ng? Envi ronment al Cooperative
Agr eenent, as authorized under s.

299.80, Ws. Stats.

b. Are
net hods/ rul es
i ncor porated by
reference in the
ri ght manner.

Not appl i cabl e.

5. Recor dkeepi ng

a. What records are|ln order to claimeligibility for [Clarity
required to any permt exenption allowed
det ermi ne under the Environmental
conpl i ance? Cooperative Agreenment, the source

nmust keep records (e.g., design

i nformation, technol ogy revi ews
and anal yses) denonstrating that
the nmodification nmeets the pernit
exenption criteria. Refer to

Exhi bit 2, pp. 3-6

b. In what formor |Not applicable. Records to be kept
units (I bs/gal, nust be consi stent
gr/dscf, etc.) with units of
nmust the records conpliance in the
be kept? On per f or mance
what time basis requirenents,

(i nstantaneously i ncl udi ng the
, hourly, applicable tine
daily)? peri od.

c. Does the rule This submittal is not based on a [There nust be a
affirmatively rule. It is based on an cl ear separately
require the Envi ronnment al Cooperative enf or ceabl e
records be kept? |Agreenment which is enforceable provi si on t hat

under Wsconsin [ aw. The requires records to
Agreenment affirmatively requires [pbe kept.
t he necessary recordkeeping to
det er mi ne conpl i ance.
6. Exenptions

a. List any
exenptions

Thi s proposal exenpts the source
from construction permt

Mist be clearly
defined and

al | oned. requirements in certain limted |distinguishable
ci rcumst ances, but does not from what
exenpt the source from any constitutes a
enmi ssion limtations, control vi ol ati on
requirements, or operation permt
revi sion requirenents.
b. Is the criteria |Yes. Refer to Exhibit 2, pp. 3-5.

for application
clear?




Enforceability Anal ysis

State Submittal
(l1i st responses)

EPA Requi r ement

7. Mal f uncti on
Pr ovi si ons

Not applicabl e.

Rul e nust specify
what exceedances
may be excused, how
the standard is to
be applied, and who
makes t he

det er mi nati on.




